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POM–406. A petition from a citizen of the

State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–407. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–408. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–409. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–410. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–411. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–412. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–413. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–414. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–415. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–416. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–417. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–418. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–419. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–420. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–421. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–422. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–423. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–424. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–425. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–426. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–427. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–428. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–429. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–430. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–431. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–432. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–433. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–434. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–435. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–436. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–437. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–438. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–439. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–440. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–441. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–442. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–443. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–444. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–445. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–446. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Kansas for a redress of grievances;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

POM–447. A resolution adopted by the
Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission
relative to the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge; to the Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources.

POM–448. A resolution adopted by the
Southern Governors’ Association relative to
the Endangered Species Act; to the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works.

POM–449. A resolution adopted by the Ar-
kansas Wildlife Federation relative to water
resources management; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

POM–450. A resolution adopted by the
board of commissioners of Columbus County,
NC, relative to welfare reform; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

POM–451. A petition from a citizen of the
State of Texas relative to a Constitutional
Convention; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

POM–452. A resolution adopted by the
council of the city of Atlanta, GA, relative
to drug abuse prevention programs; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

POM–453. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the legislature of the State of Mississippi;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 547
A concurrent resolution post-ratifying

amendment XIII to the Constitution of the
United States prohibiting the practice of
slavery within the United States except as
punishment for a crime whereof the party
shall have been duly convicted; and for relat-
ed purposes.

Whereas, the Thirty-Eighth Congress of
the United States, on February 1, 1865, by
the required vote of two-thirds of the mem-
bership of both houses thereof, did propose to
the legislatures of the several states an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States which reads as follows:

‘‘AMENDMENT XIII

‘‘Section 1. Neither slavery nor involun-
tary servitude, except as a punishment for
crime whereof the party shall have been duly
convicted, shall exist within the United
States, or any place subject to their jurisdic-
tion.

‘‘Section 2. Congress shall have power to
enforce this article by appropriate legisla-
tion.’’; and

Whereas, Amendment XIII officially be-
came part of the United States Constitution

on December 6, 1865, when the General As-
sembly of the State of Georgia furnished
that amendment’s pivotal twenty-seventh
ratification, there being at the time thirty-
six states in the Union; and

Whereas, it is common for state legisla-
tures to continue to act upon amendments to
the U.S. Constitution well after those
amendments have already received a suffi-
cient number of ratifications in order to be-
come part of that document; and

Whereas, with specific regard to Amend-
ment XIII, subsequent to the Georgia Gen-
eral Assembly’s approval, that amendment
was then post-ratified by the legislatures of
eight other states which were part of the
Union during that era, including that of
Delaware in February of 1901, some thirty-
five years after Amendment XIII had already
been adopted, and that of Kentucky in March
of 1976, well over a full century after Amend-
ment XIII had been established as part of our
nation’s highest law; and

Whereas, with respect to Amendment XIII,
Mississippi, until now, has been the only
state which was part of the Union well before
and long after Amendment XIII was proposed
and ratified whose legislature has denied ap-
proval of that important amendment to the
U.S. Constitution; and

Whereas, the people of present-day Mis-
sissippi strongly condemn the unconscion-
able practice of slavery and firmly believe
that it is fitting and proper that official ac-
tion be taken now to finally place upon
Amendment XIII the special approval of the
State of Mississippi: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Mississippi State Senate, the
House of Representatives concurring therein,
That Amendment XIII to the Constitution of
the United States, quoted above and trans-
mitted by resolution of the Thirty-Eighth
Congress be, and the same hereby is, post-
ratified by the Legislature of the State of
Mississippi; be it further

Resolved, That Chapter CVIII, General
Laws of 1865, in which the Mississippi Legis-
lature, on December 4, 1865, refused to ratify
Amendment XIII, is hereby specifically re-
scinded; and be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of State of
the State of Mississippi transmit properly-
attested copies of this concurrent resolution
to the Archivist of the United States, pursu-
ant to Pub. L. 98–497; to the Vice-President
of the United States, as presiding officer of
the U.S. Senate; to the Speaker of the U.S.
House of Representatives; to both U.S. Sen-
ators and to all five U.S. Representatives
from Mississippi with the request that this
concurrent resolution’s text be reproduced in
its entirety in the Congressional Record.

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. CHAFEE, from the Committee on
Environment and Public Works:

Kathleen A. McGinty, of Pennsylvania, to
be a Member of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality to which position she was ap-
pointed during the last recess of the Senate.

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that she be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)
f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
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and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. THOMPSON:
S. 1358. A bill to authorize the Secretary of

Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
employment in the coastwise trade for the
vessel Carolyn, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. SIMPSON:
S. 1359. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to revise certain authorities re-
lating to management and contracting in the
provision of health care services; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs.

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr.
DOLE, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. FRIST, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. GREGG, Mr. STEVENS,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
DASCHLE, and Mr. FEINGOLD):

S. 1360. A bill to ensure personal privacy
with respect to medical records and health
care-related information, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
COCHRAN, and Mr. SIMPSON):

S.J. Res. 39. A joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of Howard H. Baker, Jr.
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration.

S.J. Res. 40. A joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of Anne D’Harnoncourt
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration.

S.J. Res. 41. A joint resolution to provide
for the appointment of Louis Gerstner as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SIMPSON:
S. 1359. A bill to amend title 38, Unit-

ed States Code, to revise certain au-
thorities relating to management and
contracting in the provision of health
care services; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.
THE VETERANS HEALTH CARE MANAGEMENT AND

CONTRACTING FLEXIBILITY ACT OF 1995

∑ Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it is a
great pleasure for me, as chairman of
the Senate Veterans’ Affairs Commit-
tee, to introduce today the Veterans
Health Care Management and Con-
tracting Flexibility Act of 1995. This
legislation, Mr. President, would free
the Department of Veterans Affairs
[VA] from a number of statutory re-
strictions which unnecessarily limit its
authority to contract for health care-
related services. It would also ease and
clarify current reporting requirements
which excessively impede VA’s ability
to manage its own affairs.

What this bill would accomplish is
best understood by considering, first,
the health care environment within
which all health care providers—in-
cluding VA—must operate today, and
then the state of the law under which
VA attempts to so operate. If there is
any certainty today with respect to
health care, it is this: those who pay
for health care—whether those payers

be State or Federal Government agen-
cies, insurance carriers or health main-
tenance organizations, or better in-
formed consumers drawing, perhaps
some day, from health savings ac-
counts or simply from their own bank
accounts—will no longer tolerate the
unrestrained cost inflation that they
have been forced to put up with in the
past. All health care providers, there-
fore, are now—and will continue to
be—under unprecedented pressure to
rein in costs and find operating effi-
ciencies so that they can compete in an
increasingly cost sensitive environ-
ment.

In light of these realities, all now
agree that health care providers must
restrain the growth of—or affirma-
tively cut—costs. One sure way of
doing that is to share certain re-
sources—including, but not necessarily
limited to, high tech medical re-
sources—lest there be wasteful duplica-
tions in expenditures and effort within
local markets. For example, it has be-
come increasingly common for one hos-
pital or practice group to sell, for ex-
ample, Magnetic Resonance Imaging
[MRI] services to another, while buying
other diagnostic services from the
same purchaser.

Like any health care provider, VA
medical centers ought to be able to
share, buy and swap all sorts of serv-
ices with other community providers.
But they cannot fully capitalize on
such opportunities under current law.

Presently, VA can only share or pur-
chase ‘‘medical’’ services. It cannot
share or purchase other critical serv-
ices, for example, risk assessment serv-
ices, that all health care providers
must either buy or provide ‘‘in house.’’
Even within the narrow authority al-
lowing only ‘‘medical’’ services to be
shared or purchased, there is an unnec-
essary restriction. VA cannot purchase
or share any medical resource; it can
only purchase or share ‘‘specialized’’
medical resources.

And that is not all, Mr. President;
there is further restriction imposed
upon VA. VA medical centers are not
free to purchase from, or share with,
any and all health care providers they
might find in the local community.
They can only ‘‘partner up’’ with—and,
here, I quote from statute—‘‘health-
care facilities (including organ banks,
blood banks, or similar institutions),
research centers, or medical schools.’’
38 U.S.C. § 8153. This restrictive legal
rubric does not extend to VA authority
to enter into sensible sharing arrange-
ments with other potential partners
such as HMOs, insurance carriers or
other ‘‘health plans,’’ or with individ-
ual physicians or other individual serv-
ice providers.

One provision of my bill, Mr. Presi-
dent, would cut through this legal
thicket by expanding significantly
VA’s current sharing authority. In
summary, VA would be authorized to
share, purchase or swap any resources
with any local provider. VA could enter
into contracts for any and all ‘‘health

care resources,’’ a term which is con-
siderably broader than the ‘‘specialized
medical resource’’ limitation under
which VA now operates. That term
would include such resources, but
would also include nonspecialized ‘‘hos-
pital care,’’ ‘‘any other health-care
service,’’ and any other ‘‘health-care
support or administration resource.’’

Further, VA would be authorized to
buy from, or share with, any ‘‘non-De-
partmental health care provider’’—a
term which would include the ‘‘health-
care facilities’’ and ‘‘research centers
and medical schools’’ with which VA
may not contract, but which would
also include other ‘‘organizations, in-
stitutions, or other entities or individ-
uals that furnish health-care re-
sources,’’ and also ‘‘health care plans
and insurers.’’

Thus, Mr. President, my bill seeks to
open up to VA an entire new world of
potential sharing partners and sharing
opportunities. While VA would not
have totally unfettered authority to
buy and sell services—for example, VA
would be required to ensure that any
such arrangements not diminish serv-
ices made available to its veteran pa-
tients—it is my intention that VA be
freed from restrictions which were ap-
plied when VA tried to do everything
itself ‘‘in-house.’’ There was a time,
perhaps, when VA could afford to try to
be everything to everyone, but it can-
not do so now. No modern provider can
afford that mentality today.

I note for the RECORD, Mr. President,
that VA has requested the expanded
legal authority that I propose today.
But it has done so in the context of a
much larger bill, S. 1345, that I intro-
duced at VA’s request on October 19,
1995. The main thrust of S. 1345 is so-
called ‘‘eligibility reform,’’ that is, a
broad scale revision of current statutes
defining who shall be eligible for what
VA medical services. That issue, Mr.
President, is an extremely thorny one
inasmuch as, lying at its very center,
are very difficult judgements about
who shall have priority over whom in
securing VA health care in a period of
limited resources. The Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs intends to take this
critical issue up, but it will take time
to sort out conflicting claims to prior-
ity to such limited resources. I think
we ought to proceed now to streamline
the statutes that restrict VA’s sharing
authority—an action which, in my
view, can be taken now, and will made
sense whether or not we are able to ac-
complish ‘‘eligibility reform.’’

My bill would do more, Mr. Presi-
dent. As I have pointed out, VA now
has authority—though authority that
is, in my view, too narrow—to contract
for ‘‘specialized medical resources.’’
Even so, however, VA medical centers
are statutorily barred from ‘‘contract-
ing out’’ the very same services. 38
U.S.C. § 8110(c). In addition, they may
not contract out activities that are
‘‘incident to direct patient care.’’ Id.
Finally, VA medical centers may con-
tract out other ‘‘activities’’ at VA
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